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Real Party in Interest 

The real party of interest is Silicon Storage Technology, Inc., pursuant to the assignment 
executed on August 15, 2003, and recorded on August 18, 2003 at reel 014415 and frame 0824. 

Related Appeals and Interferences 

There are no related appeals or interferences. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-9 were originally presented on the filing of the application. This is an appeal of 
the rejected Claims 1-9. 

Status of Amendments 

No amendments were filed subsequent to final rejection. 

Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

Applicants' invention, as claimed, deals with a memory device which interfaces with an 
integrated circuit communicating via a communication bus. An illustrative example of the 
device is shown in the application in Figure 4, reproduced hereinbelow. 



Specifically with respect to independent claim 1, the memory device 120 (shown in 
Figure 3) communicates via a communication bus 30, shown in Figures 3, 4 and 5. See also 
paragraph 14 (hereinafter [0014]), page 3. The device 120 comprises a decoding circuit which is 
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shown as the decoder 80, shown in Figure 4, which receives the communication signals via the 
communication bus 30. See [0015] page 4. The decoder 80 decodes the communication signals 
and generates a plurality of protocol signals in response thereto. See [0015] page 4. The 
protocol signals are supplied to the protocol select circuits 66, shown in Figures 4 and 5. See 
also [0015] page 4, and [0016] page 4. As stated in claim 1, "a protocol select circuit for 
receiving said plurality protocol signals." Thus, the output of the decoder circuit 80 is connected 
to the protocol select circuit 66. Claim 1 further recites an array of memory cells. This is shown 
as the memory 50 in Figure 3. See also [0015] page 4. Claim 1 further recites a controller 
circuit for controlling the operation of the array of memory cells. In Figure 4, the controller 
circuit is the finite state machine circuit 70. See also [0015] page 4. Finally, the protocol select 
circuit 66, configures the controller circuit 70 in response to the plurality protocol signals 
received from the decoder circuit 80. See Figure 4 and [0015], page 4. Thus, claim 1 as recited 
discloses a decoder circuit 80 connected to the communication bus 30 for receiving 
communication signals therefrom, and generates signals that are supplied to the protocol select 
circuit 66 which processes those signals and supplies them to the finite state machine circuit 70, 
which then controls the memory array. 

Independent claim 7 recites a memory device for interfacing with an integrated 
circuit communicating via an LPC bus. This is shown as LPC bus 30 in Figures 3, 4 and 5, and 
is also disclosed in [0014] page 3. A decoding circuit receives the start field and generates a 
plurality of protocol signals. This is shown as the decoder 80. See Figure 4 and [0015] page 4. 
A protocol select circuit receives the plurality of protocol signals. The protocol signals are 
supplied to the protocol select circuits 66, shown in Figures 4 and 5. See also [0015] page 4, and 
[0016] page 4. An array of memory cells 50 is shown in Figure 3. See also [0015] page 4. A 
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controller circuit controls the operation of the array of the memory cells. In Figure 4, the 
controller circuit is the finite state machine circuit 70. See also [0015] page 4. Finally the 
protocol select circuit configures the controller circuit in response to the plurality of protocol 
signals. The protocol select circuit 66 configures the controller circuit 70 in response to the 
plurality protocol signals received from the decoder circuit 80. See Figure 4 and [0015], page 4. 

Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal are as follows: 

1. Whether claim 1 was properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 5,805,931 ("Morzano et al") in view of U.S. Patent 5,367,646 
("Pardillos et al.") 

2. Whether claims 2-8 were properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Morzano et al. in view of Pardillos et al. further in view of U.S. Patent 
6,542,391 ("Pereira et al.") 

3. Whether claim 9 was properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Morzano et al. in view of Pardillos et al. and Pereira et al. and further in view 
of U.S. Patent 6,188,602 ("Alexander et al"). 

Argument 

1. Claim 1 was Improperly Rejected under 35 U.S. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Morzano et al. in view of Pardillos et al. 

In the final rejection, the examiner alleged that Morzano taught Applicant's invention as 
set forth in claim 1 in the following manner: 

A decoding circuit is set forth in item 378, Figure 10 of Morzano; a protocol select circuit 
is shown by the controller circuit described in col. 14, lines 8-23; an array of memory cells is 
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shown by the SAMs, as described in col. 14, lines 8-23; and the protocol select circuit for 
configuring the controller circuit in response to the plurality of protocol signals is shown in Fig. 
7-13, col. 14, lines 8-23. According to the examiner: "Morzano et al. do not teach a control 
circuit for controlling the operation of said array of memory cells. Pardillos et al. teach a control 
circuit for controlling the operation of said array of memory cells (i.e. memory access controller; 
col. 21, line 50 - col. 22, line 29). However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Morzano et al. and Pardillos et al. 
because that would provide the best use of microprocessor performance wherein it would not be 
limited by the existence of only one bus (col. 3, lines 65 - col. 4, line 7)." 

As discussed above, Applicant's invention as claimed describes the interconnection of a 
number of elements in a specified manner. For example, the decoding circuit 80 receives 
communication signals from the bus 30 and generates a plurality of protocol signals which are 
supplied to a protocol select circuit 66, which in turn configures the controller circuit 70, which 
controls the operation of an array of memory cells. 

According to the examiner, the decoder circuit of applicant's invention as claimed is met 
by the element 378 shown in Figure 10. Further, according to the Examiner, the protocol circuit 
of applicant's invention as claimed is met by the controller circuit shown in col. 14, lines 8-23 of 
Morzano et al. However, a reading of Morzano et al. shows that nowhere is the decoder 378 
specifically mentioned in col. 14, lines 8-23. What is mentioned instead is that "[E]ach of the 
SAMs 502, 504... 510 receives decode signals from a respective decoder 542, 544. ..550 which, 
in turn, receive appropriate signals from a respective controller circuit 562, 564... 570." The 
controller circuit 562, 564 ...570, however, is shown in Fig. 14. It is shown as supplying signals 
TO a SAM 0 decoder, which is shown in Figure 10, of which decoder 378 is a part thereof. 
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Thus, contrary to Applicant's invention as claimed, Morzano et al. does not teach a decoder 
receiving a bus signal and generating decoded signals and SUPPLYING the decoded signal to a 
protocol select circuit. Instead, in Morzano et al. it appears the controller circuit supplies signals 
to a decoder circuit. 

The Examiner further conceded that Morzano does not disclose a control circuit for 
controlling the operation of said array of memory cells. However, according to the Examiner, 
this is met by the memory access controller; col. 21, line 50 - col. 22, line 29 of Pardillos et al. 
Applicant respectfully submits that even if it were obvious to combine Morzano et al. and 
Pardillos et al, (an assumption not concede by applicant) the resultant combination would still 
not result in applicant's invention as claimed in two significant manner: 1) as previously 
discussed, the combination still does not disclose a protocol circuit which receives signals from a 
decoder circuit; and 2) the Examiner has failed to demonstrate how the controller circuit of 
Pardillos et al. is configured by the protocol select circuit as claimed in applicant's claim 1 . 

In response to applicant's arguments, the examiner stated that "the rejection is an 
obviousness rejection not an anticipation rejection" What the examiner fails to note is that even 
in an obviousness rejection, using a combination of references, the combination must teach all of 
the claimed elements connected in the manner recited in the rejected claim. In this case, the 
combination of Morzano et al. and Pardillos et al. fails to show the interconnection of the 
claimed elements, as recited in claim 1 . 

2. Claims 2-8 were Improperly Rejected under 35 U.S. §103fa) as being 

unpatentable over Morzano et al. and Pardillos et al. in view of Pereira et al. 

In the final rejection, the examiner rejected claims 2-6 and alleged that Morzano et al. 
and Pardillos et al. taught Applicant's invention as set forth in claim 1 but that neither Morzano 
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et al. nor Pardillos et al taught non- volatile storage element, and that Morzano taught volatile 
storage element, and that Pereira et al. taught non-volatile storage element. 

Applicant respectfully submits that since claims 2-6 are dependent upon claim 1, the 
same shortcomings of the combination of Morzano et al. with Pardillos et al. is not overcome by 
the addition of the reference Pereira et al. In particular, the combination of Morzano et al. with 
Pardillos et al. and Pereira et al. does not disclose the claimed limitations of a decoding circuit 
generating a plurality of protocol signals which are supplied to a protocol select circuit, which 
configures a controller circuit, which controls the operation of an array of memory cells. 

With respect to claim 7, which is an independent claim, and which recites a more limiting 
feature of claim 1, namely that the communication signal is in the LPC protocol, the Examiner 
also rejected claim 7 based upon the combination of references Morzano et al. with Pardillos et 
al. and Pereira et al. Similar to claim 1, claim 7 also recites the interconnection of a number of 
elements in a specified manner. For example, the decoding circuit receives the start field of an 
LPC signal and generates a plurality of protocol signals which are supplied to a protocol select 
circuit, which configures the controller circuit, which controls the operation of an array of 
memory cells. 

As with the rejection of claim 1 based upon the combination of Morzano et al. with 
Pardillos et al, the Examiner failed to recognize that the combination of references Morzano et 
al. with Pardillos et al. and Pereira et al. does not disclose the interconnection of a number of 
claim elements in a specified manner, such as, the decoding circuit, receiving the start field of an 
LPC signal and generating a plurality of protocol signals which are supplied to a protocol select 
circuit, which configures the controller circuit, which controls the operation of an array of 
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memory cells. Furthermore, the combination of Morzano et al. with Pardillos et al. and Pereira 
et al. also does not teach processing of an LPC communication signal in the manner set forth in 
claim 7. In fact, the Examiner's rejection appears to be "canned" in that the Examiner stated 
"Pereira et al teach non-volatile memory (col. 18, lines 17-25)." However, nothing in claim 7 
recites a non-volatile memory. 

With respect claim 8, which is dependent upon claim 7, applicant respectfully submits 
that the same shortcomings of the combination of Morzano et al. with Pardillos et al. is not 
overcome by the addition of the reference Pereira et al. In particular, the combination of 
Morzano et al. with Pardillos et al. and Pereira et al. does not disclose the claimed limitations of 
a decoding circuit generating a plurality of protocol signals which are supplied to a protocol 
select circuit, which configures a controller circuit, which controls the operation of an array of 
memory cells. 

Thus, applicant respectfully submits that the claims 2-8 were improperly rejected by the 
combination of Morzano et al. with Pardillos et al. and Pereira et al. 

3. Claim 9 was Improperly Rejected under 35 U.S. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Morzano et al., in view of Pardillos et al., and Pereira et al. and further in 
view of Alexander et al. 

In rejecting claim 9, which depends upon claim 7, the Examiner conceded that the 
combination of Morzano et al., in view of Pardillos et al., and Pereira et al. do not teach protocol 
for LPC communication and for FWH communication. According to the examiner, Alexander et 
a. teach protocol for LPC communication and for FWH communication. 

However, as before the combination of Morzano et al., in view of Pardillos et al., and 
Pereira et al. and further in view of Alexander et al. still fails to teach the interconnection of a 
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number of elements in a specified manner, such as, the decoding circuit, receiving the start field 
of an LPC signal and generating a plurality of protocol signals which are supplied to a protocol 
select circuit, which configures the controller circuit, which controls the operation of an array of 
memory cells. 

Therefore, for this reason, the rejection of claim 9 based upon the combination of 
Morzano et al. in view of Pardillos et al. and Pereira et al. and further in view of Alexander et al. 
is improper. 

Conclusion 

For all of the reasons set forth hereinabove, Applicants respectfully submit that the claims 
appended hereto are patentable and urge a reversal of the final rejection. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DLA Piper Rudnick Gray Cary US LLP 

Dated: August 22, 2006 

ATTN: Patent Department 
DLA Piper Rudnick Gray Cary US LLP 
2000 University Avenue 
East Palo Alto, CA 94303-2248 
Tel: (650) 833-2000 
Fax: (650) 833-2001 
ronald.yin@dlapiper.com 



By $£^dUL £1 

Ronald L. Yin ^ 
Reg. No. 27,607 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 



EMY7202610.2 
351913-992800 



8 



Claims Appendix 

1 . A memory device for interfacing with an integrated circuit communicating via a 
communication bus, said device comprising: 

a decoding circuit for receiving communication signals received via the communication 
bus, for decoding the communication signals and for generating a plurality of protocol signals in 
response thereto; 

a protocol select circuit for receiving said plurality of protocol signals; 
an array of memory cells; 

a controller circuit for controlling the operation of said array of memory cells; 

said protocol select circuit for configuring the controller circuit in response to the 
plurality of protocol signals. 

2. The device of claim 1 wherein said memory cells are non-volatile memory cells. 

3. The device of claim 2 wherein said protocol select circuit is a volatile storage element. 

4. The device of claim 3 wherein said volatile storage element is a register. 

5. The device of claim 3 wherein said volatile storage element is a flip-flop. 

6. The device of claim 3 wherein said volatile storage element is an SRAM. 

7. A memory device for interfacing with an integrated circuit communicating via an LPC 
bus, said circuit generating a start field, said device comprising: 
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a decoding circuit for receiving the start field and for generating a plurality of protocol 

signals; 

a protocol select circuit for receiving said plurality of protocol signals; 
an array of non-volatile memory cells; 

a controller circuit for controlling the operation of said array of non- volatile memory 

cells; 

said protocol select circuit for configuring the controller circuit in response to the 
plurality of protocol signals. 

.8. The device of claim 7 wherein said protocol select circuit is a flip-flop. 

9. The device of claim 7 wherein said plurality of protocol signals represent protocol for 
LPC communication and for FWH communication 
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Evidence Appendix 

None 
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Related Proceedings Appendix 

None 
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